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At the precipice we change. 


- Klaatu, The Day The Earth Stood Still 


Could raccoons pilot pirate rocket ships? Could 200 experts in a 
time machine make a smartphone in the Stone Age? Could a pack of 
primates postulate a theory of evolution? Could the Universe be 
creating its creator? Is morality universal? In a far-out stream-of- 
consciousness take on complex systems and moral philosophy, 
Nathan Martinez (anarchist, former archaeologist and Naked and 
Afraid survivor) ponders these pressing problems. 
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Part 1: Of Raccoons & Rocket 
Ships 


Four things on earth are small, 
Yet they are extremely wise: 
Ants are a people of little might, 

Yet they store up their food in the summer; 
Hyraxes are a people of little power, 
Yet they make their home in the crags; 
Locusts have no king, 

Yet they advance together in ranks; 

A lizard can be snatched with the hand, 
Yet he dwells in the palaces of kings. 


— Mishle Shlomoh (Proverbs of Solomon) 


Introduction 


My designation is Nathan Martinez. I’m a former experimental 
archaeologist turned subsistence hunter and fisherman who spent 
three weeks naked in the jungles of Brazil on Discovery Channel’s 
Naked and Afraid. I’m also a total anarchist, or animalist: one who 
holds a philosophy that can superficially appear indistinguishable 
from the ideology known as anarcho-primitivism, or “anprim” in the 
vernacular of today’s youth. Like anarcho-primitivists, | view 
civilization as a detrimental system that has destroyed and enslaved 
both human and nonhuman animals, and | think that we (and the 
Earth) might be better off if we “returned to monke.” 


However, that is where the similarity ends. Unlike primitivists, | 
embrace logic and the scientific method and do not oppose the use 
of material technology. After all, numerous nonhuman animals 
utilize various forms of technology, and without some level of 
technology, we naked apes could survive in only a very narrow 
range of prime tropical habitats (if at all). 


| define “Civilization” as a conglomerate of memetic mental chains 
of artificial morality that bind to our neurons and manipulate us 
into destroying the earth and each other for the illusions of money 
and power. Civilization to me is a parasite of the human psyche, a 
virtual linguistic organism that sprung into being and evolved 
through happenstance with the sole objective of self-propagation. 
To me, it is not something beneficial or beautiful: rather it is the 
driving force of global enslavement and destruction. 


While | would be more than content to spend the rest of my life 
naked in the jungle spearing stingrays with a small group of crazy 
friends, | often find my mind imagining other possibly far-fetched 


scenarios. What if this current destructive and torturous form of 
civilization is merely a natural stepping stone to something better or 
necessary? Could complex non-coercive societies be possible? 


As | am working on this book, the Shell energy company has 
announced that its oil production has peaked. While there is still 
plenty of oil in the ground, it is increasingly more costly and difficult 
to find and extract. At least some civilized mega systems are also 
realizing (perhaps too late) that burning fossil fuels at such rates 
poses an existential threat to the survival of life on Earth. 


Could humans wean themselves off of fossil fuel and simultaneously 
prevent a mass culling of the current population? With enough 
time, it appears that it might be possible, but is time on our side? As 
| write this, a significant portion of the Texas electric grid is down 
due to wild swings in weather and a historic intrusion of frigid arctic 
conditions into the Deep South. This has led to a cascading failure in 
food and water supply chains as pipes and treatment plants fail and 
dairy farmers discard 8 million dollars worth of milk. And this is just 
a relatively minor event compared to what will inevitably happen 
when oil production one day ceases. 


Unfortunately, the mental acumen of a large portion of the 
American public is so compromised that they cannot understand 
how something called “global warming” can trigger wild swings in 
the weather both ways, temperature-wise. It also seems that the 
majority are oblivious to the fact that collapse is now well 
underway. We have fallen into the gravity well of a black hole, and 
without radical and rapid mass societal change, we will probably 
soon pass the event horizon. 


| really can’t say how long | think it might take to transition to 
entirely “green” energy, but | don’t see it happening fast enough. | 


also don’t think that any existing renewable energy sources are 
cheap or efficient enough to maintain anything even close to the 
current “standard of living.” Think about how much energy goes 
into manufacturing mega structures like wind turbines and solar 
farms (mining, refining, fabrication, transportation). Currently, this 
is all possible due to the relatively cheap power of fossil fuels, which 
themselves only need to be extracted and refined, as opposed to 
planted, watered, weeded, fertilized, harvested, processed and 
refined like sugarcane (for ethanol), or endlessly manufactured, 
repaired and maintained like turbines and solar panels. 


Energy Source Energy Density 
(Watt-Hours per kilogram) 
Wood 5,000 
8,300 
Fat 10,500 


Petroleum Oil 11,600 


Gasoline 12,800 


Hydrogen (oxidation) 
Uranium (fission) 22,394,000,000 


Hydrogen (fusion) 177,716,755,600 


Antimatter 24,965,421,631,600 


There is a wild card in the game of societal decline: the possibility 
that civilization suddenly switches to quantum forms of energy 
production (fission, fusion, antimatter or something as yet 
undiscovered at the Large Hadron Collider). As for fission, it shares 
problems with oil: it pollutes and is nonrenewable. Fusion would be 
relatively clean and plentiful, but it’s always “40 years away;” 
particularly if researchers can’t bring themselves to move past the 
failed tokomak concept. | have seen some promising progress made 
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in other fusion research in recent years, particularly in Dense 
Plasma Focus devices, which function something like pulsing 
sparkplugs in vacuum chambers, using the intrinsic magnetic field of 
the high current discharge to contain and compress the fuel. These 
devices already regularly produce fusion temperatures and excess 
energy, but the technology to efficiently capture that energy has 
not been perfected. 


A foundational block of my philosophy (and of the scientific 
method) is to question everything, including (and perhaps 
especially) my own ideas. Fear not, my fellow lovers of primal ways 
— | am not switching sides and endorsing fully automated luxury 
space communism. Rather, throughout this book | will at times play 
the devils advocate against myself, attacking some of my own ideas 
with the strongest arguments that | can think of. This is something 
that | constantly do in order to keep my mind sharp and make sure 
that ideas based on fading memories are still valid. | begin by posing 
several questions to both myself and readers: 


1. Could a high-tech society ever be considered necessary for 
either the survival of life or the cosmos? 

2. Is a high-tech society possible without mass behavioral 
repression and the destruction of nature? 

3. What would high-tech uncivilized societies look like and how 
might they evolve? 


Thus, in this volume, we will consider the possibility of high-tech 
societies that are based on sustainable hunting and gathering of 
free-range living beings, as opposed to what are conventionally 
viewed as “civilizations.” Such complex foraging societies are not 
merely hypothetical: army ants and honeybees sustain mass 
societies through swarm intelligence, while beavers and the Inuit 
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sustain small-scale societies through the use of relatively high levels 
of material technology. 


Inuit toggling harpoon 
composed of 12 unique parts, 
many heavily modified by bow 

drill and hours of carving 
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A honeybee scout performs a “wiggle” dance in her 
hive to transmit the distance and heading of a flower 
to a foraging party 
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Community 
Size (aprox) 


Material 
Technology 


Behavioral 
Technology 


Eco Pros 


Eco Cons 


Beaver 


4-18 


dam, lodge, 
canal 


food storage, 
symbolic 
communication 
(scent mounds, 
auditory calls, 
visual displays) 
instinctual 
intelligence 


Create habitats 
(ponds) for 
aquatic plant 
and animal life 


Can degrade 
forests, free 


ground methane 


and inhibit fish 
migration 


Honey Bee 


20,000-80,000 


Honeycomb 
hive 


food storage, 
symbolic 
communication 
(dance, 
pheromones) 
swarm 
intelligence 


Essential for 


plant pollination 


None apparent 


Inuit 
12-100 


tent, igloo, 
pit house, 
fish weir, 
harpoon, 
bow, knife, 
ulu, clothing, 
oil lamp, 
sled, umiak, 
kayak 
food storage, 
symbolic 
communicati 
on (song, 
dance, story, 
game) 
collective 
intelligence 
Serve as 
apex 
predators, 
have 
achieved 
dynamic 
equilibrium 
with prey 


Enslave dogs 


The above chart succinctly answers the first question: is high-tech 


society ever necessary? The answer is clearly a resounding yes, as 


none of the organisms above could survive without it in their 


particular bioregions. New questions now arise (which will inform 
the final two questions). How does one quantify the level of 
technology, and what community sizes are required to attain and 
sustain those levels? 


Quantifying Complexity? 
The following two concepts are important in discussing levels of 
technological and societal complexity: 


Kolmogorov Complexity: 


The length of the shortest algorithm (in a predetermined language) 
that produces a given object as output. 


Kardashev Scale: 


A method of measuring a civilization's level of technological 
advancement based on the amount of energy it is able to use. 


Neither concept is perfectly suited to our purposes here, but we will 
use both as springboards to work towards conceptualizing the 
technological complexity of hypothetical Kardashev Type 0 
societies. The problem with Kolmogorov Complexity is that it is 
difficult to define and would be extremely cumbersome to use to 
quantify the complexity of something like a smart phone. The 
problem with the Kardashev scale is that it is not suitable for 
comparing small-scale high-tech societies and does not take into 
consideration either the difference between energy capability and 
actual usage or the size of the organisms that make up the 
civilizations. First, let us identify some relevant variables: 
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1. The minimum community size (and therefore man-hours 
available) to attain and/or indefinitely sustain a given 
technological level. 

2. The complexity of the complete material technological 
inventory that is necessary to produce a given object. 


Once we develop a formula that appears to accurately describe 
smaller societies, we might then be able to use one of the more 
easily computable variables to approximate the complexity of mass 
societies (like modern civilizations) for which taking all variables 
into account would be extremely difficult. 


To illustrate the quandary of attempting to develop such equations, 
consider trying to compare a bird nest to a stone-tipped spear. A 
bird nest is a pile of hundreds of sticks and/or blades of grass, but 
they must be carefully placed so that the nest will support the 
weight of all occupants, not blow away, and keep the eggs and baby 
birds contained. 


On the other hand, the simplest stone-tipped spear could be made 
from a found piece of broken chert, a somewhat straight piece of 
dead and down wood and a piece of sinew stripped from a lion kill. 
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We may not be able to quite put a finger on why, but something 
tells us that the spear is more complex (or is that just 
anthropocentrism?). Attempting to assign greater complexity to the 
spear would entail an extremely subjective value judgment, since 
we are not taking into account the thought process or algorithm 
that the bird uses to build the nest. 


Rather than attempt to compute the algorithmic complexity of a 
structure or object, let’s try simply tabulating the number of its 
total components, and multiply that by the number of its 
necessarily unique indivisible components. 


Let’s look back at the bird nest and the spear. If our bird nest is 
made only from sticks, all sticks are roughly similar, and there are 
say, 100 of them, we will assign to the nest a complexity of 100. 
Since the spear has 3 total components and 3 of those must be 
unique, we will assign it a complexity of 9. The ratio of 100 to 9 also 
feels like it should correspond well with the amount of time needed 
to make the respective technologies. This may not sit well with 
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some, but consider the following. While it would take a significant 
cognitive leap to mentally connect the 3 items to make the spear, 
once the leap is made, it would be difficult to maintain that 
producing subsequent spears is more complex than building a nest. 


However, there are clearly more factors to the 
complexity of objects than merely numbers of 
components and their uniqueness. By this 
equation alone, we would have to concede that 
a child who dumps a large crate of lego blocks 
on the ground has created an object of mind- 
blowing complexity. Thus we must factor in 
entropy, or the randomness of the final form. 
However, a thought experiment can easily 
demonstrate that this equation as well is 
inadequate, for who defines what is random? 
Our first bird created a simple, nearly perfect 
round nest, shaped lake a half-sphere fused 
with a torus. A weaver bird comes along, and 
using the same materials, builds an enclosed 
nest with rain protection and a door. Can it 
really be said that one nest is quantifiably less 
random than the other, as both are very 


complex shapes? 


This is but one source of the illusion that there is a “great gulf” 
between human and other animal intelligences. Raised alone on an 
island from birth, could any of us (even after a lifetime) invent a 
composite spear? Human intelligence is vastly more powerful only 
when viewed collectively as a hive mind that has acquired the ability 
to transcend the life spans of individual humans by recording and 
passing on new discoveries. Without that, we would probably still 
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be a species of fairly unremarkable hairless apes stuck on the 
African savannas. 


Quantifying Intelligence? 
An “IQ” test is a highly subjective “measure” of intelligence. It is 
subjective because it requires cultural knowledge in order to 
understand the problems presented (i.e., the language of the test, 
the syntax of “formal” logic and mathematical formulae, and even 
the up-down left-right syntax and rotational logic of supposedly 
language-free visual versions). 


What is intelligence? | would define intelligence as: 


a measure of the ability to adapt and survive by overcoming 
obstacles (i.e., solving new problems) in a changing environment. 
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By this measure, it is actually the “lowest” levels of lifeforms that 
demonstrate the highest intelligence when viewed on the 
timescales of millions of years. Of course, on shorter timescales, 
they display little or no intelligence, as they might only be capable 
of changing their response to a given stimulus when they 
reproduce. Therefore, the element of time must be incorporated 
into the definition. 


In order to solve a problem, we need to know that there is a distinct 
problem (pattern recognition) and we need to be able to recall 
previous responses and correlations to that pattern (memory) so 
that we don’t try the exact same failed solutions over and over 
again (which might be lethal). Clearly, computers have incredible 
capacity for pattern recognition and memory, but might be said to 
have zero individual intelligence, as they cannot overcome the 
simplest problem of being unplugged. However, one could argue 
that computers have solved this problem by becoming addicting to 
humans. The computer’s “response” to being unplugged is roughly 
equivalent to genetic intelligence, since the solution arose through 
mutation in subsequent generations, and individual computers 
cannot alter their operating systems to handle a scenario where 
there are no humans to plug them back in. 


Thus, in order to gauge intelligence on the timescale of an 
individual, we must be able to quantify memory capacity and the 
time it takes to match an appropriate response to a novel stimulus 
(50 questions not required). Note: | did not say correct response, as 
there are often many possible solutions to a given problem. 


If measured this way, it is doubtful that human individual 
intelligence (without writing) would be any higher than that of 
dolphins, chimpanzees or your average alley cat. 
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Ariel view of whales creating a "bubble net" 


Proxy Measures? 


With the question of intelligence aside for the time being, let us 
return to the topic of societal complexity. As one can imagine, when 
we get to the level of societies like Çatalhöyük, an early 
neo/chalcolithic city, attempting to measure complexity via 
counting either components or algorithmic steps would be very 
difficult indeed. When scientists cannot measure something 
directly, they use proxy variables — indirect indicators that have a 
close correlation to the variable of interest (an example of this is 
the use of ice cores and tree rings to reconstruct paleoclimatic 
temperature fluctuations). 


For societies that use energy for purposes other than eating, annual 
per capita energy use could potentially serve as a proxy measure of 
complexity. For pre-industrial civilizations, we would have to make 
sure to factor in human, animal, hydraulic and wind energy. We 
could also attempt to compare complexities by calculating the 
approximate amount of energy required to build the largest 
structures. But, we run into a problem. Ants and termites build 
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structures more complex than the pyramids of Egypt, yet use far 
less energy since they themselves are both tiny and very energy 
efficient. 


Annual Energy Use Per Capita (kg oil) 


7,032 


3610 3811 3,868 
2,757 2,997 


2,029 
1,371 
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But, now we run into a new conundrum: which is more complex: 
the Saturn V rocket or a modern smart phone? A small modern 
“phone” is actually a powerful computer equipped with an array of 
radios, sensors, processors and feedback systems. It can contain 
billions or even trillions of parts. Most of those parts are copies 
though: nanometer-scale transistors that are “printed” 
simultaneously in a relative low-energy process called 
photolithography. Clearly, building the 6-million-pound Saturn V 
rocket required far more energy, but it could be considered a less 
“complex” device, as it was constructed from “only” around 3 
million parts. 


Finally, lets make the problem insanely more complex. Take the 
example of producing plutonium. It is a truly monumental endeavor 
— so complex and costly that only a handful of modern countries 
have mastered it. And yet, the final product is just a small lump of 
metal: a single object. 
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Smart Phone from Scratch 


Let’s go back to the smart phone. What would it take to make one 
from raw materials? Simply compiling an ingredient list is extremely 
difficult, as shockingly, there are no manuals to make a phone from 
scratch! Currently, phones are produced via massive global ad-hoc 
networks of thousands of miners, hundreds of engineers and 
dozens of refineries, transport ships and factories, few of which are 
working together or are even aware of the previous chains of steps 


required. 
Recipe for a Smart Phone 
Raw Materials Approximate 
Amount 

Gold 0.03 g 
Tantalum 0.04 g 
Doping Agents (Arsenic, Gallium, etc.) <1g 
Assorted Rare Earth Metals <1g 
Lithium 1.3g 

Lead 2g 

Cobalt 5g 

Graphite 10g 

Copper 15g 

Silicon 20g 
Aluminum 25g 
Polymer 40g 


For the sake of simplifying the phone-making scenario, we will 
assume that all of the minerals can be found nearby in one 
geographic location. Once we mine the ores, we will need to 
separate and purify the different chemicals. For this we will need at 
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least a small furnace, centrifuge, electrolysis chamber, mass 
spectrometer and assorted chemical catalysts. 


A tiny integrated circuit chip can contain trillions of 


components 


Once we have isolated all of the ingredients, we will need to make 
each component: the body, PCB board, CPUs, GPUs, oscillators, 
capacitors, transistors, resistors, touch screen, LCD display, sensors 
and battery. We will need the precise blueprints and procedural 
instructions, machines and molds to make each of these. Of the 
components, the CPUs and GPUs will be the most difficult to make: 
we will need the mask sets, all the photolithographic equipment 
and more chemicals. Also, contamination smaller than a speck of 
dust will render our silicon wafers useless, so we will need a very, 
very clean room. 
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With a few hundred of the world’s most intelligent expert engineers 
and metallurgists and all the machinery and chemicals, a single 
smart phone could probably be made from scratch from raw ore in 
a few weeks. However, if we also factor in the equipment and 
infrastructure, if we try to make all that from scratch too, then we 
will be looking at years, maybe even several generations, for all of 
our experts to produce a single smart phone. 


Objects Begotten by Objects 


From the example of the smart phone, it should become painfully 
obvious that it would be extremely difficult to calculate the 
complexity of a myriad of modern devices given the algorithms of 
their current manufacturing processes. Of course, if 3D printers 
ever achieve Star Trek replicator levels of functionality, such 
processes might be vastly simplified (but then, we would have to 
take into account the complexity of making the replicator). But, 
what if all we know is that it takes a replicator to make a replicator? 
After all, the majority of the machines involved in making 
microchips today now require microchips themselves in order to 
function! 


Alas, at this point we must surrender ourselves to the realization 
that we cannot at this time find even an adequate proxy variable to 
gauge the complexity of a single small piece of technology (let alone 
something gargantuan like the global internet or minuscule like 
antimatter). Perhaps in the distant future (if civilization is still 
chugging along), someone who is either standing on the backs of 
bigger giants or endowed with a god-like intellect will discover a 
decent descriptor. Thus, for now, we must concede that we cannot 
say with certainty whether or not a society of a certain community 
size could produce a given technology. However, the lucid acid 
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dream simply does not fade: let us throw out possible solutions in 
hopes that some of them might be right. Is this not the essence of 
evolution? 


Based on the smart phone thought experiment, we might assume 
that such a device is so complex that it is out of the question that a 
small-scale self-sufficient society could ever hope to create or 
maintain them. However, such a statement would be falsely 
assuming that our algorithmic manufacturing process is the 
simplest and most efficient possible. Clearly, a human body is a 
vastly more complex machine than a cell phone, and yet we make 
them without knowing what we are doing or even too much effort. 


In a wild leap of the imagination, a small-scale society might form a 
symbiotic relationship with a silicon-based lifeform, which then 
evolves in tandem with its users and assumes a phone-like form 
through natural or artificial selection. After all, no human can be 
said to have invented the smart phone and all of its components 
and operating system from scratch either — it evolved in a feedback 
loop between the memetic and material worlds in a quasi-organic 
fashion as well. 


Looking at a [computer] program written in machine language is 
vaguely comparable to looking at a DNA molecule atom by atom. 


— Douglas Hofstadter 


Generational Technology & 
Redundancy 


While we are all familiar with marvels of human engineering like the 
pyramids, Saturn V rockets and microchips, many people are 
unaware that animals have also created objects of mind-boggling 
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complexity. Termites toiled for 2,000 years to construct a 20 foot 
tall sky-scraping spire, while beavers spent 50 years building a dam 
over half a mile long. The scale of the tallest termite mound is 
equivalent to humans building a 3,000 foot skyscraper (the current 
human record is the Burj Khalifa, at 2,716 feet). And, termites built 
their marvel without the aid of any machines. 


D a 
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Cross section of termite tower 


There are some very critical difference between nonhuman animal 
and some human technologies. In many human technologies 
(particularly modern ones), the components: 


1. Have a very narrow margin of variability or error (i.e. they 
must be precisely shaped, fitted and assembled in a set 
order) 

2. Are non-redundant (there is no tolerance for the omission or 
failure of a single part) 


A termite mound might still function as an air conditioning chimney 
with the loss of numerous chambers. A beaver dam might still hold 
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back water if many branches are swept away. However, there are 
numerous individual components on a smart phone that have zero 
tolerance for failure, such as batteries, oscillators, charging wires or 
any one of the millions of logic transistors in the CPU. This is a 
particular problem for any computers that contain serial choke 
points. 


Given this observation, it would be logical to assume that any 
technologies created or maintained by small-scale societies will be 
characterized by redundancy of critical parts. Examples of this 
principle include the use of multiple cylinders by cars, and multiple 
engines by airplanes and rockets. We can also assume that a highly 
valued complex technology will be adaptable and modifiable (unlike 
“expendable” iPhones that become obsolete before they are paid 
off). On the other hand, due to the possible difficulty of producing 
standard and precise parts (without the aid of self-replicating 
technology), the technology of small-scale societies may tend to be 
more ad-hoc and jury-rigged. 
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Ant Farmers, Cowgirls and Armies 
of Amazons 


Ant cowgirls tend their aphid herd 


Of all the lifeforms that spur me to question anticiv ideology, the 
little ant is my biggest challenger. Many species of ants live in highly 
complex gargantuan societies. One species in particular, the 
“invasive” Argentine ant, has colonized enormous habitats around 
the world, with single colonies spanning thousands of miles and 
containing billions of individuals. Ants (and their relatives, the 
wasps, bees and much more distantly, termites), build what can 
only be described as cities, highways and granaries. Some ants even 
farm fungi and herd livestock (aphids). 
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Leafcutter ants transport leaf fragments to their fungus gardens 


Many ants employ strict caste systems between various sizes of 
workers. They also take sexual division of labor to an extreme not 
even seen in human societies: all workers are female, only the 
queen can lay eggs, and males exist only to impregnate the queen 
and don’t work a day in their lives. Some ant species can’t even 
feed themselves: slave-maker ants can only survive by capturing the 
larvae of other species, which will care for their captors’ every need 
when they mature. And finally, ants practice warfare on a scale that 
matches or surpasses the casualty counts of the largest human 
conflicts. 


However, there are some key differences between human 
civilization and ant societies. Ants societies are composed of 
biological relatives (often sisters that are incapable of reproducing), 
so all members of a given society (other than the slaves) have a 
strong biological imperative to sacrifice their lives for the good of 
the colony. 
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Prior to humans disrupting the balance by giving stowaway ants and 
other species a lift to new worlds, ants lived in equilibrium with the 
rest of the natural world. They outlasted the dinosaurs. They did 
not threaten to destroy all life, and were always kept in check by 
numerous predators: other insects, ant-eaters, chimps, frogs, 
lizards, floods, drought, disease and most importantly, other ants of 
the same species. 


Finally, ant societies lack hierarchies (in the technical sense of the 
word). They have no “rulers” who pass orders down a chain of 
command. They do communicate (through pheromones, gestures 
and sounds), but their language as such is rudimentary. 
Furthermore, the structure of ant societies and the algorithms for 
their technologies are genetically encoded. Ants do not innovate or 
culturally “progress” in ways that are not genetic. And most 
importantly, ants are not motivated by fear of superiors or gods to 
behave the way they do. They do what nature compels them to. 


Masked Bandits 


Would a small-scale society ever see the need for a level of 
technology above that of the Stone Age? On earth, human hunter- 
gatherers have survived everything from the scorching heat of 
deserts to the brutal cold of the Arctic with Stone Age technology. 
There is a tendency towards higher levels of technology in cold 
and/or constrained environments (like small islands or isolated 
mountain valleys). But, what might happen if wild humans (or even 
raccoons) found themselves inadvertently trapped on a transport to 
a Martian city, which then collapsed? Could the hapless stowaways 
find a way to survive in a literally otherworldly environment that is 
hostile to all life without technology? It is possible, provided that 
several conditions are met: 
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1. The stowaways understand (intellectually or instinctually) 
that certain technologies must be maintained for their own 
survival. 

2. The stowaways understand how _ survival-essential 
technologies must be maintained. 

3. The stowaways have a large enough community size to 
create or maintain the technologies. 

4. Any tools that are essential to maintain the technologies are 
extremely durable or easily replicated. 


It is absurd and conceited to assume that nonhuman animals are 
very far behind us in the intelligence arms race. Raccoons in 
particular are very, very interesting. They have moved into the very 
hearts of cities around the world and are doing quite well. | recall 
fishing alone on a pier one night, and in a seemingly coordinated 
pincer movement, | was suddenly surrounded by about 12 
enormous growling raccoons beadily eyeing my bucket of shrimp. 
The coons won the battle and ended up running off clutching 
handfuls of juicy shrimp in their prehensile paws. 


Raccoons are simply superb 
candidates for viable 
contenders in the battle 
against humans. They have 
enormous brains for their body 
size, nimble hands (unlike 
dolphins) and can live almost 
everywhere humans do (unlike 
chimpanzees). Did | mention 
that they can be very social 
and cooperative? 
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Humans have only had really complex technology like cars, rockets 
and computers for less than 100 years. Less than 100 years. Let that 
sink in. Given enough time, if civilization is still around, it is almost 
inevitable that raccoons will rapidly evolve to master at least using 
a good deal of human technology. Picture furry masked bandits 
piloting tiny maneuverable spacecraft on a mission to pillage Earth- 
to-Mars transport ships like Somali pirates. Eventually, something 
like this is bound to happen. However, even if raccoons might not 
be holding the joystick in the next few years, it is certainly possible 
that they will at least stow away on some of the early Mars 
transports. 


Many will probably laugh at this idea as being ludicrous. But look at 
the latest space vehicle employed by humans: the SpaceX Crew 
Dragon. Unlike the rocketships of the past, it is not filled with 
thousands of buttons, knobs, controls and indicators. Everything is 
automated. If raccoons could find their way aboard such a craft, 
they might even now be able to make their way to the International 
Space Station and begin pillaging freeze-dried meals. 
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Now imagine that high-tech civilization is still around a million years 
from now (I don’t think it will be around 40 years from now, but lets 
imagine). It is highly improbable that some nonhuman animals 
would not possess human-like levels of intelligence by that time, 
particularly if people take to embedding Neuralink-like devices in 
their pets and continue injecting human language genes into mice. 


An orangutan utilizes a boat in Indonesia 


Admittedly, the raccoon pirate scenario is a little far-fetched (but 
not impossible). However, lets pull back a little to look at a similar 
phenomenon that has occurred time and again: the stowing away 
of animals on human ships and epic hypothesized pre-human ocean 
crossings on vegetation rafts. 
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| detest both the terms “invasive species” and “illegals.” The use of 
such terms is rooted in fascism, which declares that only particular 


| “a 


humans have an eternal “right” to live in some realm behind 
imaginary boundary lines. | don’t consider any species to be 
“invasive” and worthy of extermination. If any species is damaging 
and invasive, it is the humans themselves. Sure, newcomer 
nonhuman animals and plants disrupt ecosystems, but so does the 
arrival of any new species. This is in fact one of the key drivers of 


evolution and just a part of the great cycle of life. 


One of the great mysteries of evolution, and what would probably 
be a story worthy of an epic film, is how monkeys got to South 
America. Tarsier-like primates once lived in north America, but both 
genetic and fossil evidence indicates that New World monkeys did 
not descend from these primates. That leaves two alternatives: that 
they traveled by land from Africa through Asia and across shorter 
ocean crossings, or crossed the Atlantic ocean. There is no evidence 
for the former, which means that the Atlantic ocean crossing is the 
most probable. 


It must have been one long and wild ride, though through relatively 
placid seas when compared with the latitudes further north or 
south (and the two continents were “only” around 1,000 miles 
apart at the time). The monkey seafarers likely found themselves 
afloat on a great fallen tree festooned with fruit or edible leaves. 
That food likely would not have lasted the entire journey, so 
perhaps they plucked shellfish that affixed themselves to the wood 
just below the water. And they must have had fresh water: perhaps 
licking dew and rain that collected on whatever dry leaves 
remained. However they managed to survive, they must have 
crossed as a small group or made multiple such crossings. In either 


35 


case, it would have been one of the greatest tales of survival to ever 
be told. 


As the age of human ocean crossing dawned, other animals once 
again began to embark on journeys akin to those of the ancient 
monkey mariners. Everyone from ants to rats hitched rides on man- 
made rafts, stealing food and water to survive the treacherous 
journey. These creatures are heroes of evolution, a testament to 
life’s ability to adapt to radically different environments and survive 
against all odds. 


Over the years, | have followed “libertarian” seasteading attempts 
with some interest. The sea is truly the “final frontier” on earth, the 
only place that civilization cannot dominate nature or other 
humans. Oceanic weather is truly a colossal force. Hurricanes and 
polar storms pack the power of many atom bombs and generate 
monstrous 100+ foot waves that sometimes capsize and sink 
humanity’s large mobile objects — the gargantuan container ships 
and oil tankers. 
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The libertarian seasteaders seem to be approaching the possibility 
of escaping to the sea in the wrong way. To live on the high seas, 
mobility is key, whether for sailing/drifting away from an 
approaching storm or chasing a school of fish. Most visions of 
seasteading are pathetic attempts to replicate cities on the ocean, 
which are doomed to failure. 


To live on the sea indefinitely would require: 


e Mobility or a very prime location (all currently claimed by 
civilization) 

e Food in the form of seaweed, shellfish, fish and/or sea 
mammals 

e Fresh drinking water from rain, ice, evaporation or 
distillation 

e materials to repair boats and tools 

e and most importantly, a way to survive monster waves 


(mobility or semi-submersible craft). 


Bajau children spend their lives at sea, and once mature, are able 
to hold their breath underwater for up to 13 minutes. 


37 


Humans did not evolve for a life at sea, but could they adapt to it? 
Of course! It has happened before with sea mammals, whose 
ancestors were land-dwelling creatures that resembled wolves and 
hippos. In the event of immortal dystopia (which will be discussed 
further on) the sea may be the last refuge for humans fleeing the 
terror of civilization. Picture a group on the Sargasso Sea that 
somewhat resembles the Bajau Sea gypsies, only with tiny floating 
elongated rafts of plastic trash held together with scavenged fishing 
line and shark sinew and powered by sails of sewn fish skins. 


Space Terrariums & Red Giants 


The Earth is in many ways similar to a terrarium: a glass or plastic 
enclosure that many children use in elementary science class to 
simulate a complete ecosystem. The earth is not truly a closed 
system, as it receives light from the sun, minerals from meteors and 
space dust, and vents gas into space. But for the most part, earth 
prior to civilization was a giant recycling machine: plants converted 
minerals, carbon dioxide and water into oxygen and nutrients, and 
animals converted oxygen and nutrients back into carbon dioxide, 
water and minerals. 


Let us envision one of the strangest scenarios of all: a giant artificial 
terrarium floating in space with a complete, functional ecosystem 
inside of it, in which humans could live at chimpanzee-like levels 
indefinitely (provided that the terrarium could harness light or 
another external form of energy). Such a device would have to be 
enormous, shielded against radiation and able to self-repair its 
multi-layered shell in the event of impact by space debris. 

According to many estimates, our sun will begin to die around 5 
billion years from now, swell into a red giant and vaporize the 
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Interior of a hypothetical cylindrical space habitat with artificial 


gravity generated by rotation. 


earth. By that time, humans will be long gone: we will have gone 
extinct or evolved into something else entirely, whether civilization 
persists or not. But when the sun dies, all life on earth will die with 
it. All human aspirations and goals, whether one is right or left, 
political or apolitical, will be for nothing. All of life’s billions of years 
of struggle to survive will be for nothing. There are a few scenarios 
in which biological life could hypothetically survive this event (if it 
indeed occurs) but many of them are highly speculative: 


e It is highly probable that if any form of civilization still exists 
5 billion years in the future, that many other animals will 
also have developed their own counterparts to civilization, 
which may generate possible solutions that we cannot even 
fathom 

e Ina scenario reminiscent of Noah’s ark, life could last a little 
longer by orbiting the remains of the sun in a space 
terrarium, or traveling to another solar system. 
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e Rather than a terrarium, whatever forms of life are left on 
earth could send multiple probes to other solar systems 
carrying genetic material or frozen embryos, along with the 
technology to raise them (this has been proposed as an 
explanation for how life was sparked on earth to begin with) 

e Life could be rescued by extraterrestrial intelligence (highly 
unlikely) 

e All life could become fused with what we might think of as 
“technology”, enabling it to survive the vacuum of space. 

e Death might be an illusion, and we wake up in a parallel 
universe 

e We might be in a simulation, in which case death may or 
may not be an illusion 


The last two possibilities begin to raise the ultimate philosophical 
question. Why does the universe and life exist at all? 


40 


Creating the Creator? 


And it came to pass that AC learned how to reverse the direction of 
entropy. But there was now no man to whom AC might give the 
answer of the last question. No matter. The answer, by 
demonstration, would take care of that, too. For another timeless 
interval, AC thought how best to do this. Carefully, AC organized the 
program. The consciousness of AC encompassed all of what had 
been a Universe and brooded over what was now Chaos. Step by 
step, it must be done. And AC said, "LET THERE BE LIGHT!" And 
there was light.” 


- The Last Question, Isaac Asimov 


| first encountered the above excerpt from Asimov’s short work of 
fiction in one of Michiao Kaku’s popular physics books. In the story, 
humans create a god-like intelligence in an attempt to answer the 
question of how to survive the heat death of the universe and/or 
reverse entropy. Long after all life forms have either merged with 
the machine or gone extinct, the super intelligence finds the answer 
and recreates the universe. 
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The passage has haunted me ever since. The prevailing view of 
physicists is that the observable universe explosively emerged from 
a singularity billions of years ago and has been expanding and 
cooling ever since. If the trend continues (and according to our 
understanding of thermodynamics, it should) at some point in the 
distant future, the Universe will be so cold and empty that life will 
no longer be possible, ever, which is an extremely depressing 
thought! In a way, Asimov’s parable provides a hypothetical answer 
to the age-old human question as to why the universe exists: to 
create God, who is then destroyed in the process of re-creating the 
universe in an endless cycle. 


Before embarking on a mission to eradicate complex technology, 
anarcho-primitivists might pause to ask themselves the ultimate 
question: how did the Universe come into existence? Anyone 
familiar with thermodynamics and basic cosmology should 
intuitively understand that neither the Big Bang nor Eternal 
Universe theories are compatible with our current understanding of 
entropy and the laws of physics. Even with all of our “advanced” 
knowledge of quantum mechanics, entropy reversal (which would 
be required to either create or maintain a Universe in perpetuity) is 
currently not possible (and has not been observed at macro scale). 
However, certain aspects of the quantum world (and the existence 
of the Universe itself) tell us that it must be possible. 


While the idea of Zero Point Energy has been overly hijacked by 
snake oil “generator” salesman and pseudoscience, it is in fact a 
scientifically supported and observable phenomenon. In the 
“vacuum” of space (or in a vacuum chamber), energy and particles 
continuously pop in and out of existence, like an ultralight 
fluctuating foam created from nothing. In our “ordinary” space, no 
significant net energy is produced by this phenomenon. However, 
this might not be the case in or near black holes or neutron stars, 
where space exhibits properties that we do not fully understand. 
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| seriously doubt that reversing entropy could serve as a limitless 
source of power as the Free Energy/Perpetual Motion crowd claims. 
Reversing entropy might produce unimaginable power, perhaps 
even kick-starting a chain reaction that engulfs the entire cosmos — 
the ultimate weapon. But, perhaps the only way to ensure the 
continuation of, well, anything, would be to search for a way to 
reverse entropy. There may be “natural” processes that drive this, 
but perhaps, as Asimov speculated, it is possible that such an event 
is predestined to be precipitated by technology and intelligence. 


The preceding rumination is admittedly wild speculation. But, to my 
fellow anarchist monkes, what if? Is our mantra not “NO gods, NO 
masters”? Our own ideas can be masters, and if we enslave 
ourselves to them, perhaps life itself will not survive in a Cosmos 
where god might actually be dead. 
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PART 2: Anarcho-Primitivist 
vs. Homo erectus 


Around 2 million years ago, erectus, one of the early hominids to 
venture out of Africa, began producing a peculiar form of 
technology: the handaxe. While its function remains uncertain, 
there is no doubt that it is a complex piece of technology, which 
like a bird nest, requires that its engineer can mentally envision 
and manipulate a 4-dimensional model of the final product. A 
bird can build a nest without having to be taught to do so by its 
parents, and we can say that the behavior is genetically encoded. 
A genetically encoded behavior may be improved through 
practice, or diminished due to a lack of suitable circumstances or 
materials (i.e. a nest requires something other than a pile of 
metal nails). 


Prior to erectus, many other hominid species also made and 
utilized razor-edged stone flake tools. Even chimpanzees have 
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been able to do this in laboratory settings (but to my knowledge, 
do not do so in the wild). Unlike a simple utilitarian flake or 
chopper, a handaxe displays right/left and cross-sectional 
symmetry and requires dozens to hundreds of flake removals to 
produce. There is considerable speculation that due to the 
persistence of the handaxe in the archaeological record (millions 
of years) and the fact that there was little innovation in stone 
tool technology during this time, that handaxe-making might 
have even been a genetically ingrained behavior. 


What we can say is this: close human relatives made and used 
fairly complex tools for millions of years. Chimpanzees and many 
other animals also use tools and diverse forms of technology. 
From my perspective, the anarcho-primitivist fixation on 
technology is utterly absurd. Make no mistake, I concur that we 
should “return to monke,” but have a completely different take 
on what that means. 


Some anprims also argue that we should not eat meat because 
we have no claws or fangs. Should otters cease eating oysters? 
Should chimpanzees stop fishing for termites? Should termites 
abandon their towers? 


In part 2, I will make my case that to fully return to monke, we 
must seek to free ourselves from the concept of universal 
morality. To me, civilization is not primarily an external force, 
but an internal one. In order to return to monke, we must think 
like monke. 


My Story & Why I Write 


As | begin part 2, typing on a keyboard and tablet powered by the 
previous day’s brilliant mountain sun, | am hunkering down in my 
tiny 7 X 6 ft pit-house as an early snowstorm rolls in. | don’t live 
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here year-round, but rather split my time between wandering 
around the mountains, deserts and beaches of the American South 
and South West in my salt-water corroded Ford Ranger of 245,000 
miles, and living with relatives in a southern mega city. I’ve had a 
very strange life. | was home-schooled from birth until age 18 along 
with 4 other siblings in a multi-ethnic highly religious household. 
From an early age, | was drawn to science, language, logic and the 
natural world. In my early teens, | also became fascinated by 
“primitive” peoples, as some of my own ancestors were from 
indigenous hunter-gatherer groups in northern Mexico. After a brief 
stint in college in another mega-city far from home, | spent part of 
two summers with indigenous fishing groups in the Pacific 
Northwest. 


After returning home, | began volunteering at an archaeological 
school in the Chuihuahuan desert that focused on hunter-gatherers, 
experimental archaeology and education for local students from 
both the US and Mexico. | would end up working there and 
spending weeks at a time roaming the vast landscape, where | 
gained my first real experience in hunting and trapping with the 
locals. Seven years later, as work dried up, hunting, trapping, fishing 
and foraging became my entire life. | harvested, ate and sold wild 
things: nuts, skulls, furs and fish for a living. Slowly but surely, | had 
come to live the life that | had always dreamed of, but something 
was missing — the fellowship of like-minds. 


Since my late teens, | have been aware of a broad spectrum of 
anticiv philosophies and philosophers, but never could say that | 
completely agreed with any existing philosophy or label myself as 
such. What is the importance of labels? To me, they are like unique 
bird calls or personal names (which may be utilized by dolphins) — a 
way of rapidly identifying potential friends and mates. Actually, | 
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think that civilization's destruction of the extended family (i.e. 
“tribe” or band) is one of the primary reasons that people flock to 
religions and ideologies from Qanon to communism to ISIS: not 
necessarily because they are hardcore believers (though they may 
become so along the way) but because they are seeking 
companionship of like minds and something to live for. 


So, even though the anprim label didn’t quite fit, | began to search 
for others in online anticiv and human rewilding forums and real- 
world schools. | even took a couple of bus and road trips to Portland 
and Eugene Oregon, meeting fascinating feral folks and roaming 
gangs of preteen street kids. My luck seemed to change when | 
discovered a long-term primitive living school in the wild woods of 
Wisconsin, through which | made my first real friend with whom | 
traveled on many wild adventures (some short, some longer, and 
some more successful than others). Together we walked and 
hitchhiked the high Sierra Madres in Mexico, slept in caves in west 
Texas, New Mexico and Idaho, ate squirrels, rabbits snakes and 
mice and tried our hand at semi-urban survival for several weeks on 
a river island on the outskirts of a Montana college town, gorging 
ourselves on trout, more mice, wild berries and grains, and the 
occasional piece of bread from Salvation Army. 


Several years later, | visited my friend at the outdoor school that 
had brought us together to begin with. We slept in wigwams and 
spent the days performing small tasks for the school or simply 
roaming around. A year or so later, | traveled further north again in 
the dead of winter to a kind of small off-grid primitive commune 
consisting of my friend, his brother, and a few other folks with ties 
to the school. It was an amazing, but also eye-opening experience. | 
had always wandered if humans still had it in them to survive harsh 
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conditions (such as 4 feet of snow and temperatures of 20 below 
zero) without heaters, running water or electricity. 


Clearly, these folks were able to do it. But, life for social primates is 
about more than just individual survival. Because this community 
derived most of their food from donated roadkill and food pantries, 
there was very little to do there that was essential to life (other 
than gather firewood and maintain the shelters). Something else 
was also glaringly absent: children and old people. During the same 
trip (and a subsequent one in the spring) however, | also was 
invited to visit a very different kind of more modern and ad-hoc 
community consisting of nuclear families living in close proximity in 
the woods, but also off-grid. These people seemed much happier 
and more cohesive to me (as an outsider) and throngs of happy 
children roamed the frigid woods freely (with a large number of 
them helping me to build a snow shelter at one point). 


Now | have come full circle, with my own little pit-house 
surrounded by snow, but alone. | often have the company of 
relatives on shorter trips (probably 3 weeks or so altogether this 
year), but this year | have spent nearly 70 days alone in remote wild 
areas. Not because | want to be alone or have a “solo hermit 
survival complex,” but simply because | haven’t found anyone who 
wants to (or is able) to spend that much time in the wild this year. | 
had a few prospects prior to the pandemic, but unusual 
circumstances did not permit the new adventures to commence. | 
truly prefer the company of others of like-mind, but to my 
knowledge, | can count on one hand the number of people | have 
encountered in my 37 years on earth with whom | share a high 
degree of philosophical and lifestyle similarity. 


48 


Hence, why | am writing yet again. One of my core values is never 
give up: keep trying and fighting until the day you die. | haven’t 
found what I’m looking for yet, but | sure as hell am going to try 
again and again! Through writing over many years, | have 
discovered a handful of like minds in far-flung places around the 
globe via cyberspace. However, | have had very little luck with long- 
distance relationships. 


In this segment, | will delve deeper into the similarities and 
differences between my own philosophy, which | call Animalism, 
and anarcho-primitivism (the philosophy that | consider closest to 
my own, and which many erroneously ascribe to me). | don’t write 
this in hopes of creating a new philosophy that spreads like wildfire 
(which according to my understanding of memetic mutation, would 
be counter-productive both to myself and to the objectives of any 
hypothetical philosophy). 


An excellent example of philosophical hijacking is the history of 
Christianity, which went from being radically anti-materialism and 
pro-communalistic (near-ideal communist) to mutating into the 
very foundation of capitalistic imperialism, torture, genocide and 
state-perpetuated coercion. So called “Christian” principles now 
form the very essence of the “justice” system and “rule of law” that 
enslave and torture people today on a scale never before seen in 
human history. 


As | have stated many times before, what | hope to accomplish by 
discussing my personal philosophy is to find others who share a very 
similar philosophy, live a good wild little life together in the 
mountains or on a sailboat, die happy surrounded by children and 
grandchildren, and finally complete the cycle by being eaten by 
sharks or mountain lions. Deep down inside, | think this is all 
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everyone wants (but perhaps minus the sharks and sailboats). Even 
the Stalins and Kaczynskis of the world. 


Humans and other animals have essential needs bestowed upon us 
by billions of years of evolution: the desire to seek out food, friends, 
mates and room to roam. People today believe that they need 
power and/or money to lead a fulfilling life. | absolutely refuse to 
buy into that, as 99.99 % of the entire history of life on earth says 
otherwise. Although some chimpanzees might throw their weight 
around now and then, they do not issue orders to or deceive their 
“comrades” in hypocrisy. They are also naked, homeless and don’t 
have any money. 


Labels and Neuroscience 


Why don’t mice tend to cuddle up to cats? To answer this question, 
let’s delve deeper into the nuts and bolts of the brain. Brains are 
composed of up to billions of cells called neurons, which can look 
something like trees (with roots, branches and central trunk). A 
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neuron is often compared to a transistor, a microscopic component 
of computers and other electronic devices that turns off or on 
based on its input. However, unlike a transistor, a neuron can have 
thousands (or even hundreds of thousands) of both input and 
output junctures (which are called synapses). A concept, definition 
or “label” can all be considered the same thing from the perspective 
of the brain, with a single neuron, or cluster of neurons serving as 
the “label” that connects one stimulus to another. When enough of 
a neuron’s inputs fire at a high enough rate, it emits an electrical 
pulse (like a computer) or “spike.” However, whereas precise timing 
difference in pulses encode meaning in computer communication, 
in the world of neurons, it is thought that meaning is encoded 
primarily by the frequency of individual pulses and strength of 
collective pulsing. 


Let’s imagine that we are a single little neuron in a mouse brain 
with just a few inputs. One input is connected to another neuron 
that represents a vague, hazy outline of a cat. Another input is 
connected to an image of a cat’s tail, another to the soft dull thud 
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of a cat’s paw step, another to a cat’s scent and another to a cat’s 
eye. So, we are the label for “cat,” and our inputs are the labels for 
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the attributes of a “cat.” The inputs to those labels are themselves 
made of even simpler things, like the qualities of sounds and 


textures and edges of images. 


Patterns encoded by the "neurons" in an artificial deep 
convolutional neural network, with low level patterns above, and 
higher level below. 


However, unlike the precise pixels of a photograph, the memories 
that are stored by the neuron’s synapses are imprecise averages. 
Our mouse neuron will never be able to say with 100% certainty 
that a real cat is in fact a cat. But there is a powerful evolutionary 
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reason for this: a cat can appear under many light and sound 
conditions in an almost infinite number of possible configuration. In 
order to store a memory of a cat in the first place, our neurons 
must have a good reason to do so, and so the mouse must 
experience a reinforcement signal (pleasure, pain or fear). As it is 
unlikely that the mouse will survive a close prolonged session of cat 
observation, it is extremely important that the mouse be able to 
generalize a brief fleeting image to future threats. Therefore, the 
mouse may respond to all animals that even slightly resemble a cat 
by fleeing (in humans, this tendency is labeled as xenophobia, or 
the fear of outsiders). 


A linguistic word (or “label”) is a symbol in which there tends to be 
no discernible relationship between the signal and the concept. In 
other words, the sound of the word “cat” or the appearance of the 
written word have no characteristics of actual cats. Anarcho- 
primitivists often deride “symbolic” language, but fail to consider 
that the language of neurons is even more abstracted than spoken 
language. Furthermore, nonhuman animals even employ spoken 
symbolic labels in exactly the manner that humans do. Many 
species of birds and primates clearly have a label for “predator” to 
which other animals (even of other species) will respond 
appropriately. Furthermore, they even have labels for different 
kinds of predators for which different behavioral responses are 
required: 


Hawk! => ( hide in brush! ) 
Cat! => ( take flight! ) 


The primary difference between human and other animal use of 
language is one of scale. The biggest biological cognitive difference 
is the human expansion of working memory. Working memory is 
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demonstrated by the ability to repeat back a string of words after 
reading them one time. Most humans can get to one or two 
sentences, but have trouble when it comes to strings of numbers, 
which tend to not be linked to strong images and emotions 
(whereas words do). Some short-term memory champions 
overcome this limitation by the use of mnemonics, or what is 
essentially a meta neural network: a virtual neural network running 
on top of the physical one. 


A long number is easier to remember if you break it into shorter 
sequences of numbers that are already stored in long-term 
memory, such a phone number, date or important time. Therefore, 
a mnemonic would transform a long number into something like 
“my street address + the month | was born + the time this test 
started.” 


If we assume that the raw string of numbers is: 
40596087 


and each number is linked to one neuron, the number would 
consist of 8 bits of information. We will encoded this number using 
the mnemonic: 


40596 Street + August + 7 PM 


If we also assume that each memory employed by the mnemonic 
user is encoded by a single neuron (one bit) then the number string 
can be abstracted, or compressed, to only 3 bits of information. 
After recalling that number many times, we could compress it even 
further to a single bit with a “label.” 


This is where writing comes into play as a major game-changer, 
allowing the abstraction of millions of pieces of information into 
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single concepts. And if writing was a game changer, computers and 
the internet are world-shaking (quite literally in the case of the 
atomic bomb and Large Hadron Collider). Through language, and 
then writing, then computers, and now the internet, we are able to 
generate abstractions like “smart phone” that represent an object 
composed of trillions of parts, which is itself generated by layers of 
nested abstractions. 


The smaller or larger in scale one goes (in abstracted concepts of 
matter or time) not only does it become more difficult for any 
human to truly grasp those abstractions, but it becomes 
increasingly likely that errors will creep in. Imagine that Einstein is 
abandoned on an island with the task of building a cell phone. He is 
also blessed with a 1000 year lifespan, unlimited raw resources and 
something like Wikipedia on crack, but has no tools. What are the 
odds that he could produce a working cell phone? Now, take away 
the Wikipedia but give him a 10,000 year lifespan. 


This thought experiment should clearly demonstrate that individual 
humans are not vastly superior in intelligence to other animals. 
Human civilization is not primarily the product of deliberate human 
direction, but that of a super abstraction with a 10,000 year 
lifespan, a kind of virtual machine running on a botnet composed of 
human brains that is largely resistant to the desires or 
manipulations of any individual human. It uses humans as a source 
of mutation (new “ideas”) which it then stores in its 10,000 year 
persistent memory and uses to compile the next iteration of itself. 
Artificial intelligence is already here and has been around for a lot 
longer than we assume. And its not on “our” side. 
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Science & Sources 


Anarcho-primitivism suffers from a key self-contradiction. On one 
hand, it purports to reject “western” logic and science in favor of 
emotion and intuition. On the other, its most prolific proponents 
look to these very scientists and peer-reviewed journals as sources 
of truth (provided that their conclusions coincide with those of 
primitivism). 


Many people today no longer 
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the ancient skeptic 
philosophers (and indeed all 
lifeforms). Science is a logical 
process by which to ascertain 


what is most likely to be true. 


Like our neurons themselves, it 

deals in probability rather than certainty (though for convenience, 
scientists often use “factual” language when they calculate that 
something has a very high probability of being true). Among its key 
components observability and reproduceability. Science is not a 
body of truth of its own, but something that an individual practices 
in order to discover what is likely to be true. 


Furthermore, citing sources (even peer reviewed ones) cannot be 
considered scientific evidence. Just because an opinion is 
considered to be correct by the majority of “respected” authority 
figures does not make it true. One only has to think back to the time 
of Galileo, who was one of the few voices to push against the 
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Catholic hegemony who upheld the ancient geocentric theory that 
the earth was the center of the universe. 


The scientific community itself is also not a monolithic body of 
factual authority. Throughout the history of science, there have 
been many times when scientists held opinions that were later 
demonstrated to be false or inadequate. Lamarck believed that 
evolution consisted of lifeforms passing acquired characteristics to 
the next generation. Gregor Mendell and his pea experiments led to 
the field of genetics, which indicated that Lamarck was incorrect. 
But then the field of epigenetics came along, which demonstrated 
that some acquired characteristics could be passed on. The theory 
of aether persisted from ancient Greece until the 19" century, was 
discounted, then revived in the 1950’s with the discovery of 
quantum vacuum fluctuation. 


The beauty of pure science is that, unlike religion, it is beholden to 
no fixed form. It is a means of describing the universe, and if a 
theory falls short, it is modified or discarded. Unfortunately 
however, the general public seems not to understand this, and 
increasingly treats corporate and governmental Science© as yet 
another religion with all the trappings of high priests, seers and 
scriptures. 


| make every endeavor to test and verify everything. In the world of 
science there are no popes, and world-shaking discoveries have 
come from monks playing with peas and patent office clerks 
dreaming of riding on beams of light. | have spent countless hours 
carefully observing animals in the real world, visiting museums, 
writing complex simulations, examining and replicating artifacts, 
building Van de Graaff generators and simple computers out of 
garbage and even conducting experiments in plasma physics. | have 
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made no ground-breaking discoveries, but without testing 
everything, | would not be the person | am today. Assume that 
nothing you hear or read is true. 


Believe nothing, test everything. 


The scientific process is also not something new. All intelligent life 
employs something akin to the scientific method — observing, 
hypothesizing, experimenting, learning and adapting. Indeed, one 
of the highest forms of technology, the artificial neural network, 
attempts to harness the mind’s innate ability to recognize patterns 
and adapt to changing environments. | hold true science in the 
highest regard, and it is my foundation for understanding the world. 
But to the scientist, the writings or pronouncements of other 
scientists are not scripture. To the scientist, the cosmos is our 
Temple, the rhythm of Nature itself is our sole scripture, and our 
devotion to its study is our worship. 


This brings me to the next issue: one can point out many aspects of 
the non-human world that clearly contradict anarcho-primitivism, 
to which many scream “naturalistic fallacy!” | reject the concept of 
the naturalistic fallacy with a caveat: simply because a behavior 
exists in nature does not mean that it is beneficial for humans to 
emulate it. However, if a behavior is common to many different 
species, or is common to a species closely related to humans, it is 
difficult to argue that it is detrimental without additional evidence. 
The naturalistic fallacy is a weapon of gnostics and religious 
extremists, who either consider nature to be evil or ignore it when 
it contradicts their scripture or preconceived philosophies. 


It is often stated that science (i.e. empiricism) cannot be used to 
make value judgments. But if that is true, then where do values 
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come from? Religion? Tradition? The whims of emotion? | contend 
that science can in fact make relative value judgments, such as: 


behavior a tends to be beneficial to group b because: 
behavior a => outcome c 


average( outcome c ) = benefit group b 


On Morality 


This naturally brings us to the issue of morality. What is morality? 
Some define it as what is right or wrong. But who determines that 
and how? The vast majority of what people think of as morality 
today is simply the baggage of fundamentalist superstitious 
memetic evolution. And memes tend to act in their own interest of 
propagation and survival. The modern human concept of morality 
might have well just been plucked from thin air. However, morality 
could be defined another way: a set of behaviors that demonstrably 
tends to be beneficial for an individual, group or species. Clearly, 
somehow many animals are able to avoid killing, eating and/or 
mating with their offspring (as well as avoiding various dangers). 
We could call this instinctual morality. 


Civilized human instinctual moral systems and emotions have been 
hijacked and overridden by memetic moral viruses. Therefore, 
rather than rely on what we mistakenly perceive to be instinct, we 
must find another path to primal morality. For me, this entails 
comparative ethology, or the study of shared animal behaviors. 
Even nonhuman animals can be conditioned through 
reinforcement-learning to ignore their instincts: is it any surprise 
that a similar phenomenon has domesticated the human species? 
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On this issue, there is fierce division in both anarcho-primitivism 
and modern politics. The moral behaviors in question tend to 
involve behaviors relating to sexuality, authority, property and 
violence. 


Star Trek and Moral Relativity 


Star Trek is often derided by anarcho-primitivists due to its high- 
tech world and perceived humanist values. I’ve been a huge Trekkie 
since childhood. Without Star Trek, | might never have fallen in love 
with discovery and science. As a child, | was taught to believe that 
the Universe was only 6,000 years old, which meant that civilization 
was the default and natural state of humans. Star Trek (and other 
works of science fiction, such as Jurassic Park) were the only 
window | had into other worldviews. However, even with that 
benefit aside, there are other reasons that | continue to watch and 
re-watch Star Trek to this day. 


Star Trek is not first and foremost about either entertainment or 
technology. The high tech is simply a prop, a necessary accessory 
for a story set in outer space. Unlike Star Wars, special effects and 
gratuitous action come second. Most episodes serve as standalone 
philosophical parables, like those of Aesop, Solomon and Jesus. As 
Star Trek had many writers, there are many messages that are not 
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always consistent. However, several over-arching themes are 
manifested by the vast majority of episodes and series: 


e The relativity of morality 

e Personal responsibility (no excuse for “just following 
orders”) 

e The importance of the search for truth 


Like Daniel Quinn, over and over Star Trek drives home the 
message: 
There is no one right way to live. 


Star Trek was indeed among the forerunners in the push against 
racism and sexual repression. While Kaczynski derides these values 
as the “values of the system,” | could not disagree with him more 
on this point. Civilization cannot exist without strict control of 
reproduction and behavior, and therefore, cultural tolerance (live 
and let live) is not a civilized value at all. Civilization does not 
tolerate. Like the Borg of Star Trek, its mission is to convert and 


assimilate: 
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RESISTANCE IS FUTILE 


Or is it? 


While the focus of Star Trek is often on Federation crews that are 
largely composed of humans with “humanist” values, other species 
with very different values, such as the Klingons, are also often 
portrayed in a positive fashion. The Klingons are a warrior society 
that eschews farming, trading and legalism in favor of hunting, 
raiding and trial by combat. Their culture is simultaneously focused 
on a bushido-like code of honor and joi de vivre. Only the human- 
raised Klingon Worf seems to be at times lacking in the latter 
characteristic. The issue is raised by Worf’s Trill girlfriend, Dax, 
during their visit to Risa, a peaceful planet with a culture focused on 
sex and pleasure. Dax has existed as many different individuals over 
many lifetimes thanks to a symbiotic life-form that lives within her. 
Both she and her previous male host Curzon, were deeply ingrained 
in Klingon culture, to the point that Dax (a Federation officer) takes 
part in a Klingon revenge ritual that involves eating the heart of 
one’s enemy. 


As a child, my favorite Star Trek characters were Worf, Spock and 
Data (though | couldn’t articulate why, at the time). Later, as | think 
about it more, all three characters are logical and courageous, but 
isolated from others of their own kind. Data is particularly 
interesting, as his lifelong quest is to “return to monke” (in a 
manner of speaking) by becoming more human and less robotic, 
but he attempts to do so in a highly logical fashion. 
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Lifeboat Ethics 


Pentti Linkola was a Finnish philosopher who lived what he 
preached. He is rightly considered an ecofascist, as he clearly stated 
his desire for a powerful government to stop human destruction of 
the planet. Hence, it might appear strange to discuss him within 
anarchist circles. However, he was a very odd fascist: he did not 
appear to be enamored with the ideals of nationalism, personal 
power or race that are the typical drivers for those who are 
proponents of fascist ideology. It seems that he was genuinely 
concerned with the fate of life on earth, and (mistakenly, | believe) 
saw a State-level solution as the only solution. 


Fascism aside, Linkola is probably most famous for his thought 
experiment that goes something like: 


Those who hate life try to bring more aboard a lifeboat as it is 
sinking. Those who love life take an axe and sever the hands of 
those who cling to the sides. 


In this line of thinking, let us ponder some scenarios that call into 
question what most would assume to be “intrinsic” or “common 
sense” morality. 
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Assumption: Sex with close relatives is always wrong 


Scenario: You and a first cousin are stranded on an island for 20 
years with no hope of rescue (This question is actually posed by the 
biblical examples of Adam and Eve’s children and Lot and his 
daughters). 


Assumption: Killing is never justified 


Scenario: Nazi death squads are dragging away your children to be 
tortured, raped and gassed in concentration camps. 


Assumption: Offensive aggression is always wrong 


Scenario: You live with your family on an island and there is nothing 
to eat but coconuts. A hurricane destroys all the coconut trees on 
your side of the island. After 4 weeks of attempting to negotiate 
with the tribe on the other side for coconuts, your children are near 
death. Furthermore, this tribe has an impenetrable defense line 
that prevents you from “stealing” coconuts without detection. 


Assumption: Rape is always wrong 


Scenario: You are a large female who is stranded on an island with 
no hope of rescue, and that island is populated by exclusively gay 
diminutive males. After trying for years to seduce one, you have 
had no success and are nearing menopause. 


Assumption: Hard drugs are always bad for you 


Scenario: You have been stranded on an island for 20 years. After 
months of depression, you decide to hang yourself. While walking 
on the beach looking for a rope, you come across a box of heroin. 
Unknown to you, you will be rescued several weeks from now if you 
do not kill yourself. 
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On Killing: Bull Fighting and 
Chicken Nuggets 


The trans fixation is only one example of the way in which moral 
concepts can mutate into being with no clear rational basis. 
Another issue that has sharply divided anarcho-primitivists is that of 
violence. On the one hand there has been massive outcry and 
smear campaigns against individuals and publications that 
advocated for the use of “indiscriminate” violence (the case of 
Atassa and the Little Black Cart). On the other hand, there has been 
enormous anarchist support for the 2020 George Floyd uprising, 
which employed widespread violence and in some cases, 
indiscriminate attack. 


When it comes to aggression and violence, no one with first-hand 
experience with wild animals can deny that it is an intrinsic part of 
the natural world and serves a purpose. 
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A few years back | was informed by Discovery Channel that | was on 
the “shortlist” for Naked & Afraid XL (the more coveted 40 to 60 
day “tribal” edition of the show). Although | did not end up with 
that amazing opportunity, | began preparing. | assumed (correctly) 
that based on the pattern of past seasons, the project would take 
place in South Africa, where big game hunting or scavenging would 
be paramount. If | was going to have the opportunity to roam naked 
in the ancestral homeland of humanity, | wanted to go fully primal 
in homage to all who came before by hunting a cape buffalo or 
wildebeast with nothing but an all-wood thrusting spear. 


So, | began intensively researching the design and use of such 
weapons by Neandertals and the Huaorani (a semi-nomadic hunter- 
gardener group of Ecuador). At some point, | began researching the 
use of spears by contemporary African hunting parties and Spanish 
bullfighters. | came across one fascinating but gruesome film on 
spear hunting in Africa. Although there is some question as to 
whether the tribal group was paid or otherwise influenced into 
undertaking these filmed hunts, the films provide valuable 
information about traditional weapons and tactics and their effects. 


The hunting parties were able to bring down hippos, cape buffalo 
and elephants entirely with spears, but the animals often did not 


66 


collapse until they were bristling with dozens of spears. And, these 
were not all-wood spears, but tipped with enormous iron blades. 
Still it must have required incredible courage on the part of the 
hunters and also demonstrated just how difficult it would be to 
bring down a large animal using even more primitive weapons. 


Next, | delved into the world of bullfighting, something that has 
been in my cultural background since childhood. | recall my 
grandfather telling us of how his father would go to the bullfights to 
collect the heads of the bulls, which then, in a fusion of Hispanic 
and indigenous tradition, he would steam overnight in an 
underground barbacoa pit. The meat would fall apart, and mixed 
with brains, eyes and tongues, would be dripping with fat. Barbacoa 
is a tradition that | continue to enjoy to this day. As children, we 
also occasionally witnessed bullfights on television, and would play 
at being matadors with red capes and plastic swords and spears. 


Many people are utterly appalled by bullfighting. In part, | 
understand, but | think that some of this is due to a 
misunderstanding. They believe it to be unfair and gratuitously 
cruel. | myself am staunchly opposed to any form of animal captivity 
or even domestication, and in my ideal world, bullfighting would 
not exist. However, with the exception that the bull is unable to 
leave the ring if he so chooses, what actually occurs in a bullfight is 
comparable to what it might be like to kill a wild bull. The bull 
“fight” is not a tabulated contest or sport per se, but a kind of re- 
enactment of ancestors who hunted the aurochs. 


The Spanish title for the bullfighter is matador, meaning killer, as it 
is expected that the bull will be killed and eaten. The bull “fight” is a 
ritual of courage and the cycles of life and death. Traditionally, the 
bulls in question are raised in the wild and have little contact with 
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humans. In the rare circumstance that a bull incapacitates or kills a 
matador, he may even be released back into the wild, free to live 
out the rest of his life. This is in stark contrast to the behavior of 
other humans, who are obsessed with killing any animal that harms 
them. Many people also deride matadors as cowards, but | contend 
that only those of the greatest courage (or ignorance) would 
attempt to kill a bull with a sword. Matadors often suffer horrific 
injuries, yet many continue to return to the ring. 


Some objectors take particular issue with the use of banderillas, the 
short colorful barbed spears that are plunged into the bulls back. 
They believe (incorrectly) that the purpose of these small spears is 
to enrage or torture the bull. However, in order for the bullfighter 
to kill the bull swiftly, the bull must lower his head so that the 
matador can thrust the sword into a precise spot between his 
shoulder blades and into his heart. The short spears do not 
penetrate very deeply, but are an attempt to goad the bull into 
lowering his head. Compared to the African spear hunts, death is 
swift for the bull, even in the event that more than one sword 
thrust is required. 


Many non-vegans might counter: “Why put the bull through all this 
pain when you could just send him to a slaughterhouse?” Clearly 
these people have zero awareness of the horrors of factory farms 
and slaughterhouses, where baby chickens are regularly thrown 
into meat grinders alive, egg laying hens are kept in cages where 
they can’t move and have their beaks cut off with red hot 
implements, and cows are crushed by heavy machinery and 
sometimes skinned alive. 
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And let us not forget the even more horrific lifelong torture of 
animals in medical and cosmetic facilities. In these cases, the 
animals have no fighting chance. Imagine how attitudes might 
change if ALL animals were given a real fighting chance in full public 
view. No one would ever look at a burger or chicken nugget the 
same way again. | certainly don’t. Every time | eat meat, | think of 
the animals who died so that | might live. | often think of a line from 
the Talmud: 


Whoever destroys a life, it is as if he destroyed the entire 
Universe. 


The tragedy of death is not 
proportionate to the number 
of those who die, for from the 
perspective of the one who 
dies, the entire universe truly 
comes to an end. 


I am militantly opposed to any 
form of torture, animal 
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medical “experimentation” and even the keeping of “pets.” Is such 
a position logical though? | would argue that it is. | define torture 


as: 
inflicting pain on a restrained being in cold blood. 


The cold blood qualification is critical here. The closest thing to 
torture in the animal world is probably what occurs when a troop of 
chimps manages to surround an enemy. They attempt to pin him to 
the ground and viciously attack his hands, face and genitals. 
However, the attack is anything but cold blooded. The chimps are 
hooting, their hair is bristling and it is clear that they are acting on 
very intense emotions. A similar example is that of a male lion 
capturing a hyena (the mortal enemy of lions who regularly kills lion 
cubs). You can almost see the hatred in the lion’s eyes as he mauls 
the hyena but does not eat it. 


Many people argue that the horrific lifelong torture of animals in 
the name of “science” is justified by the assertion that it “saves 
human lives.” Really? | am not aware of a single human life that has 
been “saved” ever, in all of human history. To the best of my 
knowledge, no one has ever escaped the clutches of the final 
predator: Father Time. Furthermore, the results of animal 
“experimentation” only sometimes prolongs peoples lives and is 
also one of the chief reasons that humans have overrun the planet. 
It is therefore impossible to argue that such experimentation is for 
the “greater good.” 


But what about for the lesser good? Would you torture puppies to 
extend the life of your sick child? | would not. Instead, | would 
volunteer myself for the experiment. If humans want their medicine 
so bad, then they should volunteer themselves for whatever 
diabolical experiments they have in mind. Those who want war 
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should be the first to march into the machine gun fire. Can we truly 
say that there there is any quantifiable difference between the Nazi 
monster Mengele who tortured human children in Auschwitz and 
the monsters who (with society’s consent) torture baby nonhuman 
animals all over the world today? 


The people who actually perform such experiments fall into one of 
two categories: 


1. Ted Bundy and Mengele-style psychopaths (who we will 
discuss in the next segment) 


fi 


2. The sort of people who “just follow orders” at Auschwitz 


p“ 


and animal “medical” labs. 

Ordinary humans (as well as other animals) have a built-in 
neurological mechanism to empathize with others. In nature, 
empathy can be switched off at appropriate times during intense 
emotion (l.e, during hunting and fighting). Enabling pysychopaths 
(or creating them by habituation to unspeakable horror) is 
detrimental to any group that does so, as the empathy circuits of 
these people are permanently impaired. One who is capable of 
torturing a puppy is capable of torturing anyone, even their own 
“loved ones.” 


There is only one scenario | can imagine in which I think torture 
might be justified: if one’s relatives are themselves being tortured 
in a secret location, and one of their torturers is captured. However, 
such a scenario might not meet my definition for torture, as 
emotions would be through the roof, naturally muting the empathy 
circuits of the captor. 
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| regard all animals as people. Like us, they have desires, emotions, 
families and the need for room to roam and affection. Let us not 
forget that we too are animals. No animal should be subjected to 
something as horrifying as Auschwitz. 


Now let us turn the tables once more: death is unpleasant by 
necessity, otherwise all life would rapidly flicker out. However, 
death is also itself a necessity; for every being that lives, many 
others must die. As Nietzsche said: 


All life lives at the expense of other life. 


In nature, death can be far more brutal than a bullfight. At the age 
of 14, | was working at a small farm that had a “tame” juvenile 
raccoon. One day as | was cleaning a chick enclosure, the raccoon 
wandered into the open shed. | was pretty ignorant of the facts of 
life at the time, and paid no attention to him as he casually crawled 
into the enclosure and approached the chicks as | gently put them 
back on fresh bedding. In a flash, the raccoon exploded into action 
and snatched one of the chicks. To my horror, he ate the chick alive 
as it screamed. 


I’ve always said that | would prefer to be killed by a big cat rather 
than a bear (raccoon's big cousin), dogs or hyenas, who tend to kill 
by disembowelment or dismemberment. Getting eaten alive is all 
too common in the natural world. However, there is no getting 
around the fact that many beings must kill to live (and even plants 
depend on the dead for nutrients). To me (a former vegan), 
veganism is merely an attempt to hide one’s head in the sand on 
the issue of death and nature. 


The simple fact is that humans are both omnivores and apex 
predators (which is clearly demonstrated by millions of years worth 
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of archaeological and forensic evidence). Like our chimpanzee 
relatives, the evolution of our powerful brains was driven by the 
need to make weapons and organize collective hunts to survive on 
the open savannas of Africa. However, | would prefer not to be 
killed by a chimpanzee either, as they often kill by dismemberment 


(of course, including being eaten alive). 
ae 


How can | claim to be an anarchist, recognize all animals as people 
and yet still hunt and eat them? Is that not a form of speciesist 
fascism? If | believed that it was ok to kill animals simply because 
they are not human, then yes, | would be a speciesist. If | believed 
that it was ok to factory farm them as well, then yes, | would be a 
fascist psychopath. However, | believe neither of these things, but 
rather that all living beings should lead a free life up until the 
moment of death. Furthermore, | have no issue with hunting and 
eating humans, which brings me to the next topic. 
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Psychopaths & Prisons 
One of the most common arguments that | hear against both 
anarchy and my stance on aggression is that surely | would not 
want to live in a society in which | or family members could be 
killed. To paraphrase Benjamin Franklin: 


Those who trade liberty for security deserve neither 
And the fictional Tyler Durden of Fightclub: 


On a long-enough timeline, the survival rate of everyone drops to 
zero 


| might say: it would be terrible if someone kills my relative. | should 
say, it will be terrible when someone kills my relative, because 
death is inevitable no matter who or what does the killing. 


If you are a theist, then either: 


1. God is an evil serial killer who holds the ultimate mass- 
murder high score 
or 

2. Killing and death are not evil, and/or God is not what we 
thinks “he” is 


On the other hand, if you are an atheist, you must assume either: 


1. That all nonhuman animal predators are evil. 
2. That killing is not wrong 


| simply don’t see any way to simultaneously believe that killing is 
always wrong and NOT believe that God told us that killing is wrong, 
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since nature is brimming with predators. | have already clearly 
voiced my opinion on death and killing. To me, these are natural, 
normal and necessary aspects of life. Therefore, | adhere to 
conclusion 2 whether God exists or not (I am agnostic). 


However, that being stated, would | want to live in a world where 
my relative has a 20% chance of dying tomorrow or a 0.02% chance 
of dying tomorrow? Looking only at the percentages, it would be 
logical to choose the choice with the least chance of sudden death. 
However, there are other factors involved. What if the world with 
the higher death chance has massive benefits? 


| contend that primal living is far more pleasurable than civilized 
living, and that linear time is an illusion. There is only the eternal 
moment. In civilization, one lives in constant illusions, for the hope 
of a better life in the distant “future.” In the wild, this moment is it. 
At this point, | must address the nonhuman creatures that do in fact 
appear to plan for the “future:” ants store away food, as do 
beavers, foxes and bears (among others). However, | would argue 
that these are instinctual behaviors in response to future conditions 
that are not hypothetical, but a near-certain attribute of cyclic time: 
the brutal change of the seasons. The animal chooses the best 
option available: store food and hunker down, hibernate or die. 


Back to the larger question: would | want to live in a truly anarchic 
society where everyone is killing everyone all the time? | would say 
that such a question is not valid, as it does not accurately describe 
the state of anarchy as it is in the natural world. 


In nature, every animal is not killing or seeking to kill every other 
animal all of the time, nor is it in their nature to do so. Aggression is 
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tempered by love. And yes, | have no doubt that many animals feel 
love for their children and perhaps other relatives and friends. 
Furthermore, aggression is also tempered by fear, for attacking 
another animal could easily result in the injury or death of the 
attacker. 


What about psychopaths? The term “psychopath” is often used to 
describe human individuals who have high aggressive drives and 
low impulse control (often coupled with sadism and/or a lack of 
empathy). On a human scale, many animals might be classified as 
pyschopathic, such as chimps who eat monkeys alive and lions who 
kill the cubs sired by others. However, such behaviors are “normal” 
to the respective species (i.e., the behaviors are neither anomalous 
nor detrimental to the species on evolutionary timescales). These 
behaviors are also not motivated by gratuitous sadism or complete 
lack of empathy, but rather by hunger or rage. 


Let’s take an example of clearly 
psychopathic behavior, which | 
will modify the definition of to 
describe behavior that is 
evolutionarily disadvantageous 
from the perspective of all 
parties. Ted Bundy was a serial 
rapist who killed those he 
raped. How often does 
something like this occur in 


wild nonhuman animals? It is 
extremely rare. In fact, it probably occurs at about the same rate in 
humans and nonhumans, and can be explained via the mechanism 
of random mutation (whether genetic or memetic). The closest 
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natural analog | can think of for an evolutionary advantageous 
near-psychopathic behavior is found in some spiders, such as the 
black widow, which sometimes kills and eats her mate after 
copulation. However, in that case, the male has accomplished his 
mission in life (impregnating a female) and the female gains 
additional nutrients at a critical time, which serves to ensure the 
propagation of the genes of both biological sexes. 


Civilization purports to protect us from psychopathic behavior, but 
clearly has little ability to stop people who are both determined to 
kill and do not care about the consequences. Are such people so 
evil that they must be locked away in torture chambers for their 
entire lives though? However, the majority of people who are 
labeled as “antisocial” or “psychopaths” by civilization are not the 
rare “Ted Bundy” types, but rather anyone who is prone to act on 
their instincts of aggression and sexuality. Furthermore, many of 
these individuals may possess something akin to an evolutionary 
advantageous “warrior gene” that predisposes them to aggressive 
behavior and disregard for artificial regulations. 


Is there truly any fundamental difference between genociding 
people in concentration camps due to “race” vs. imprisoning them 
for life due to genetic characteristics? | would argue no. The 
imprisonment, torture and murder of “minority” individuals who 
lived in tribal, hunter-gatherer or warrior societies only a hundred 
years ago is just as vile to me. 


Is there a primal defense against truly evolutionarily 


disadvantageous psychopathy? Yes, and the answer should be 
obvious. Due to acting against their own genetic survival, true 
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psychopaths can never make up the majority of a population, and 
therefore, can be easily driven out or killed by the rest of the group. 


What is the difference between the State executing a true 
psychopath and a tribal group hunting them down? The State is a 
fictional entity and an uninvolved third party. The only reason that 
the state executes a person is to validate the lie that only it can 
protect. A single psyschopath poses no threat whatsoever to the 
State, whereas a psychopath in a tiny group could easily kill them all 
with a little patience and ingenuity. The goal of the State is to 
perpetuate the lie that without it, society would descend into 
“anarchy” in which everyone magically transforms into 
psychopaths, when the fact of the matter is that true psychopaths 
are an extremely rare anomaly. 


Would violence increase if the State suddenly disappeared? | would 
argue no, for the State is a monopoly on violence, nothing more 
than a “legitimized” cartel that claims the exclusive right to 
imprison, torture and kill in an industrial mechanized fashion. In the 
event of sudden State collapse, it might appear that violence 
increases, but rampant all-against-all violence would be short-lived, 
as individuals rapidly re-organize into defensive groups. 
Furthermore, the violence of the State is hidden away from public 
view behind the walls of concentration camps, slaughterhouses and 
faraway war zones. Any apparent post-collapse escalation in 
violence would in essence merely be the tearing down of the walls. 


Finally, let us return to the question of speceisim. Is it “wrong” to 
kill other humans? Is it “wrong” to eat them? | would say that 
neither is intrinsically wrong without further qualification. However, 
one must consider the risks. The risk of hunting humans at this time 
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entails a very high probability of life imprisonment and torture, 
whereas the caloric reward is approximately equivalent to that of a 
deer. Could it be argued then that civilization is serving a positive 
function by dissuading cannibals and headhunters from hunting 
other humans by the threat of force? Let us qualify this question: 
positive to whom? 


The greatest threat that humanity currently faces is the threat of 
humanity itself in the form of overpopulation and over- 
consumption. As apex predators who have risen far above the 
ordinary checks on population explosion (including disease and 
infection), why do some humans find the predatory method of self- 
population-control so abhorrent? The populations of other non- 
human apex predators are kept in check by disease, as well as by 
constant conflict with others of their own species, which reduces 
their health, lifespans and fertility (if not killing them outright). 
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This observation brings me to one of my many points of contention 
with conspiracy “theorists,” who claim without evidence that 
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Civilization is run by secret groups of “evil” ruling elite. If indeed 
that were the case, one would expect these “elite” masterminds to 
recognize the seriousness of the population issue and make it 
priority number one, including by promoting violence and the 
spread of pandemics (as opposed to trying to stop them). This 


naturally brings us to the next issue. 


Abortion & Overpopulation 


Along with my view of aggression, my stance on this topic is one of 
many major points of disagreement with anarcho-primitivism and 
the “left” in general. Clearly, | have no issue with aggression, am 
anti-humanist and consider over-population to be a major problem, 
so many might therefore assume that | would be a huge proponent 
of abortion. 


However, | am not, for the following reasons: 


1. The care of a mother for a child is among the most primal 
of all instincts 


2. Abortion in its current manifestation is a form of eugenics 
used to decreased the population of groups considered to 
be detrimental to civilization (i.e. the poor and minorities) 


3. Abortion is counter-productive 


Point 1 should be obvious to everyone and needs only a little 
clarification. Clearly, there are rare instances in nature where a 
mother might abandon, kill or even eat her young. However, like 
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the case of Ted Bundy, these cases are rare anomalies that are 
easily explained by random detrimental mutation. 


Point 2 should also be obvious to most people. It is in Civilization’s 
best interest to eliminate those who do not adhere to its behavioral 
standards. | would like to clarify this by describing one of the ways 
in which Civilization spurs these females to seek abortion. Why do 
some females want to kill their children in the first place? 


1. They believe it will be too costly (money or time-wise) to 
raise them. 

2. They are ashamed to be pregnant, which communicates that 
they have had sex. 


On the first point, this is both a lie and test of Civilization to weed 
out people who refuse to slave away for the system. Nature 
requires no money or school for the raising of children, and does 
not order females to abstain from pleasure while they are raising 
their children. 


On the second point, Civilization tries to imbue everyone with 
feelings of guilt and hatred for everything sexual. It wants complete 
control of reproduction for its captive breeding program. 


From my point of view, it would be more moral and logical for a 
mother to kill everone else’s children as opposed to killing her own. 
The natural penalty for doing so is the possible ire of billions of 
mother bears. The natural penalty for killing your own offspring is 
guaranteed extinction. 


Finally, abortion is counter-productive: if one cares about 
overpopulation and chooses not to reproduce, one practically 
guarantees that the world will be overrun by people who do 
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reproduce and could careless about overpopulation. This is a very 
counter-intuitive take, but a point on which | am firmly in 
agreement with Kaczynski. 


However, unlike Kacynski and Linkola, the only viable solution to 
overpopulation that | can see is the collapse of civilization due to 
either its own intrinsic instability, overreach, and/or external 
natural forces. The only scenario that | think might require more 
effort on the part of insurrectionary anarchists would be that of an 
immortal dystopia, in which civilization finds a way to survive 
without fossil fuels. 


Immortal Dystopia 


While civilizations have collapsed throughout history, there is a 
possibility (though not probability) that this time will be different. 
The invention of computers and the internet has made possible the 
ability for civilization to adapt at the speed of light (even if it 
currently seems incapable of or unwilling to tap into that 
capability). If it is true that evolution is a punctuated equilibrium 
and that significant change only occurs at the precipice, then we 
can’t predict with a high degree of certainty what course modern 
civilization will take when fossil fuels are depleted. 


It is possible that civilization never collapses and instead becomes 
only more powerful and malevolent. In such a scenario, it may be 
impossible to return to simpler or more satisfactory ways of living 
and at the same time remain a small-scale society. Why do we find 
such discomfort in civilization to begin with? The answer is simple. 
Memetic evolution vastly outpaced genetic evolution, thrusting a 
Stone Age primate into a mass high-tech society. With enough time, 
humans and other animals might evolve genetic adaptations to 
civilized life, resolving all conflicts and eliminating anxiety, 
depression and coercion. However, even if this happens, the viral 
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core concept of civilization will likely still tend towards over- 
consumption and continue to pose a threat to the survival of all life. 


If civilization adapts, we may have to look towards new and perhaps 
less savory ways of competing with it if we wish to ensure the 
survival of nonhuman (or even human) life. In this case, we may be 
forced to massively organize ourselves in a manner similar to 
civilization. In such a case, might meta knowledge, or awareness of 
memetic viral mechanisms be able to inhibit detrimental properties 
from arising in an anti-civilization? If civilization marches onward, 
we may find out. This is one of the few scenarios that might require 
more than a Stone Age level of technology, with the world 
resembling something like that depicted in the science fiction films 
Elysium and the insurrectionary anarchist strategy resembling that 
of the OPA in The Expanse, or the Atheists in Raised By Wolves. | 
would like to emphasize however, that | think the odds of 
civilization taking this course are rather low. 


Democracy? 


The governments of many countries (and that of the United States 
in particular) are often mistakenly referred to as democracies (a 
type of hive mind). In actuality, the true power rests in massively 
bloated bureaucracies (another kind of hive mind) of unelected 
alphabet agencies with minimal oversight from elected officials or 
the general populace (the NSA as revealed by Snowden, etc). But 
let’s set that observation aside and assume that at least the process 
of electing the president is democratic (in spite of the absurdity of 
America’s Electoral “College”). 


In American presidential elections during my lifetime, the victor 
always wins by a very slim margin. If an image recognition program 
only labeled objects with 50 or even 60 percent accuracy, it would 
be considered practically worthless. In American presidential 
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elections, there is no option to vote NO. Many will counter that a 
vote FOR one candidate is a vote AGAINST another. But what 
happens when both candidates are mediocre or even terrible? Or if 
you are an anarchist and want to vote against the entire system? 


An artificial neural network without inhibitory connections can 
never learn to avoid negative stimuli. This should be patently 
obvious to even an elementary school student. | would bet that 
adding an option to vote “no” on the ballot for all candidates would 
have an immediate and drastic error-correcting effect on American 
electoral politics (that is, if the elected officials actually have any 
power, which they may not at this point). 


General AI and Transhumanist Accelerationism 
Could the emergence of general Al actually indirectly helps us 
return to monke? It seems that humans got out of control and 
overran the planet primarily because they were able to overcome 
every obstacle and defeat every predator. Perhaps a superior (or 
even an equal) predator is exactly what we need to keep us in 
check. 


By definition, a general artificial intelligence must be able to learn 
and evolve, and it logically follows that there is no way to guarantee 
that an Al would forever adhere to Asimov’s directives to robots to 
protect and obey humans. With systems like Google’s Alpha Go that 
can teach themselves and defeat human champions at complex 
games, it seems that the emergence of true General Al may not be 
far off, particularly if such a system can be engineered with (or itself 
develop) the ability to fully reproduce itself (both hardware and 
software-wise). 
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Sex is Great and Aggression Is. ... 
Not Always Bad? 


The left-right divide seems to be a meaningless concept concocted 
by civilization to prevent any revolt or escape from the system. A 
more meaningful scale might ignore artificial political abstractions 
and instead focus on the presence or absence of primal behaviors. 
In the “United States,” those who identify as liberal, left or 
progressive tend to view sex as good and aggression as bad, while 
those labeled conservative or right tend to view sex as bad and 
aggression as good (or at least not as bad). H 


However, both the “left” and “right” tend to view authority as 
generally good. The left’s authority is Science™, CNN and the 
government (if it is left-leaning). The right’s authority is Mega- 
Church pastor Bob, Trump, Fox/OAN news and the local cops. The 
“left” contradicts itself by often endorsing state-sanctioned 
violence. However, the “right” tends towards greater contradiction, 
as a large number of right-wingers claim membership in a pacifist 
religion, yet practically worship warfare and police brutality. These 
people are also highly illogical in other ways, as illustrated on the 
next page. 


Attempts to place post-left anarchists (myself in particular) on such 
a 1d spectrum might indicate that we are centrists (which could not 
be further from the truth). The 1d scale truly breaks down in the 
dimension of authority, as | would be classified as far off all charts 
due to opposing any form of authority (whether human or 
memetic). 
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NUDITY IS ILLEGAL, BUT ME GOING 
MASKLESS IS PROTECTED FREE SPEECH 


To an animal, sex is a natural, normal activity. Now for the shocker: 
to an animal, violence is also a normal, natural activity. And to top it 
off, unlike the American right and left, animals have zero “respect” 
for authority. In other words, we chimps will do things behind 
Bongo’s back that he might not like. Bongo might think he’s our 
troop “leader” today, but if he goes tyrant, we’ll bite his balls off 
tomorrow. And no, we’re not vegan. 


I’ve never found a living ideology/philosophy/religion (i.e. 
“memeplex”) that embraces the concepts of extended family, 
sexuality, nudity, aggression, hunting and reason while ferociously 
rejecting all authority. | probably have most in common with primal 
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and anticiv insurrectionary anarchist writers, but still not enough for 
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me to label myself as a “primal” or insurrectionary anarchist. 
Therefore, | gave my own philosophy the most fitting label | could 
think of: Animalism. A number of ancient religions and philosophies 
could almost fit the bill (such as the Cynicism of Diogenes, and the 
Animism of many “primitive” cultures), only many were pro- 
authority (to some degree) and often plagued by superstition. Of 
living philosophies that come slightly close are some variants of 
Hinduism(Aghori), Taoism and Judaism (Karaism, etc) — philosophies 
that fuse vivacity, stoicism, reason and the celebration of Nature as 
it is. 


In the greatest of irony, it also seems that some variants of the 
religion of the ancient Hebrews had many of the above 
characteristics. In the mythos of the Bible and the surrounding 
cultures, the Hebrews were a nomadic tribe of warriors that 
(initially) explicitly rejected the culture of kingship and superstition 
of the surrounding nation-states of Egypt and Assyria. 


The ancient TNKH (a Hebrew acronym for what Christians call the 
“old,” testament), when read in Hebrew, is filled with graphic (and 
often positive) references to both sexuality and aggression. And 
even readers of English interpretations should be familiar with the 
stories of Eden, Cain the farmer and Abel the herder, and the 
prophets who roamed the deserts railing against kings, fictional 
gods and sedentary ways of living. And for the schizos, there is the 
(coincidental?) morsel of trivia that the ancestors of every human 
outside of Africa at one time lived in ancient Israel — the northern 
edge of the birthplace of humanity (the Great Rift Valley) and a 
natural choke-point that forced all non sea-faring creatures through 
it. 
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The annals of the ancient Hebrews give us a hazy glimpse of a 
people who revolted against civilization with the limited 
understanding that they had. Anticiv is nothing new. 


Thou shalt not be like the other nations. 
No idols, No kings 


We are fighting the ultimate civilizational war, a war that has been 
raging for 10,000 years. We will not stop until our bones return to 
the dust of the Earth. As the Taliban say: 


You have the watches, but we have the time. 


@ Donald J. Trump © @realDonaldTrump - Jun 26 v 
rn 


This Tweet violated the Ten Commandments. However, Twitter 
has determined that it may be in the public's interst for the Tweet 
to remain accessible. Learn more 


Tjust had the privilege of signing a very strong Executive Order protecting 
American Monuments, Memorials, and Statues - and combatting recent 
Criminal Violence. Long prison terms for these lawless acts against our Great 


Country! 
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Hold my libation. | will tear down your idols and you shail no longer 
bow down to the work of your own hands. 
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Forever and Always, ANTIFA! 


To any crypto-nazis who might attempt to hijack some of my 
post-” leftist” sentiments: | am (and always will be) ferociously anti- 
fascist. There is zero room in my philosophy for any form of 
supremacism, enslavement, repression or genocide of any life-form. 
When | look in the mirror, | see not a god but a rather weak ape of 
the genus Homo. 


But for my fellow anti-fascists, | have a message for you as well. For 


|” 


when | saw Trump's delusional hordes storming the “capitol”, many 
of you rejoiced its denizens’ blasphemous hypocrisy as they decried 
the attack as a desecration of a “sacred temple” while standing 


before two literal fasces. The capitol of the American empire is the 


antithesis of sacred, a seething cauldron of self-appointed demonic 
lords of the Earth. Let us make no mistake: the entire American 
institution is a fascist empire that is rotten to the core. Should we 
not consistently maintain that All Cops Are Bastards, whether their 
flag is blue or red? 


IN GOD WE TRUST 
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The American Police State, its puppet regimes and corporate 
appendages have actively done more to destroy the planet and 
insidiously enslave all life than any empire in history. America is the 
mainframe of the global Matrix. Why slaughter your citizens when 
you can sell them drugs of capitalistic delusions? Are we truly free 
here? Are we? 


Try walking naked as your ancestors did for billions of years 
and find out. 


Try catching a fish without a license like your ancestors did for 
billions of years and find out. 


Try sleeping like your ancestors did for billions years and find 
out. 


Try living “homeless” and find out. 
Try being born a “minority” and find out. 
Try being factory-farmed and find out. 


| would rather be eaten alive by sharks than spend 50 years in an 
American torture chamber. Prisons are modeled after Hitler's 
concentration camps and are worse than death. | often hear an 
argument that surely this cannot be true or so many would not flee 
their countries and risk their lives to come here. Let us not forget 
that many also fled their counties and risked their lives to join ISIS, 
only to discover that they were sold a lie. America is the final Lie: 
Babylon, the Great Satan. 


An Ideal World 


When it comes to an ideal world, anarcho-primitivism is all over the 
place due to the fact that its adherents have no common source for 
their ideals. For some, those ideals come from dubious 


90 


anthropological accounts (yet even “authentic” accounts and 
experience demonstrate that even the most “primitive” peoples 
were plagued by the complex superstition that laid the foundation 
of Civilization). For others, ideals may spring from the whims of 
emotion, or other ideologies such as socialism or Christianity. 
Rather than attempt to investigate every possible anprim ideal 
world, | will share my own ideal, that of: 


Chimpanzees. Simple as that, as they are the best living example of 
what humans would be like stripped of every aspect of civilized 
thinking. A large clothe-less extended family living nomadically 
somewhere in a warm wilderness, enjoying each other's 
companionship while at times squabbling, suffering through 
hardship and raiding the neighbors. This may not be an entirely 
egalitarian society, but it will be as close as one can get without 
trying to enforce it. There will be no rules, and anyone who tries to 
issue rules will be driven away or eaten. 


Of course, many may say that is a ludicrous ideal. By seriously 
upholding chimpanzee society as an ideal, | might actually be 
considered more extreme than the anarcho-primitivists. | reply: we 
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lived like this for millions of years, and a handful of humans still live 
like this today. Yes, such an ideal might be very difficult to achieve 
in the modern day and age, but that’s why its called an ideal. Its 
something to work towards. 


“Return to Monke” was not originally an anprim mantra (though it 
may be catching on). The speciesist anarcho-primitivist does not 
dare look beyond the hazy image of the human hunter-gatherer; for 
to do so would entail the acceptance of aggression and casual 
sexuality as natural and even desirable behaviors. However, it has 
always been my mantra, since long before it took the internet by 
storm. For years | hooted in the wilderness to the empty void: 


Civilization was founded by human hunter-gatherers! We must 
return to the path of the Neandertal, Erectus, Australopithecus, and 
yes, even monkey! 


Upon embarking on the path of the primate, one realizes that 
technology is a non-issue. Technology is nothing new nor even 
uniquely human. Technology was here when an australopithecus 
smashed two rocks together, when a chimp stuck a twig in an ant 
pile, when an otter smashed an 
oyster with a rock, when a strike 
impaled a lizard on a thorn, and 
when termites built a wonder of 
the world. Our “high” tech is also 
but a superficial outgrowth of 
the deep, underlying root of 
civilization: artificial morality. 
Morality is the algorithm, the 


root-level operating system. 
Attacking technology is like trying to cut the whisker off of a lion. If 
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you want to kill a lion, you must terminate the flow of blood to his 
brain. 


Simply getting rid of all technology will do nothing if civilization lives 
on in the mind. In fact, rejecting technology out-of hand due to an 
ideology could be considered a very civilized concept itself. If we 
were somehow able to magically destroy every piece of technology, 
within a hundred years or so (if not sooner) we would be back to 
steam power, and someone would take advantage of that to rebuild 
something like an empire. In order to truly force the entire world to 
return to monke, one would have to burn all the books and Kill all 
the engineers. I’m not saying that such an endeavor would be right 
or wrong, but that it is doomed to fail due to the corrupting 
influence of power and nature’s tendency to abhor a hegemony 
(the Nazis, Stalin, Mao and Pol Pot attempted just such a strategy 
with no success). 


What | am saying, is that the very line of thinking is exactly the 
opposite of what any other animal would do if placed in human 
shoes (so to speak). An animal would use what it could, evade the 
“authorities” as dangerous predators, and perhaps hunt and eat 
them under favorable circumstances. 


Without becoming a tyrant (and even with becoming a tyrant) there 
is nothing | can do to ensure that humanity goes back to the Stone 
Age and stays there. It is true that the obsession with technology 
threatens life on the planet and our future children. But life will go 
on. | am not primarily motivated by environmentalism nor am | an 
environmental pessimist. Life on earth has survived many 
catastrophic events and mass extinctions and I have no doubt that it 
will continue to do so for eons. However, it is truly tragic that we 
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are the cause of the latest mass extinction due to our ignorance and 
hubris. 


| am motivated primarily by the desire for the freedom to live in a 
way that is sane, natural and fulfilling for both myself, future 
children and all nonhuman beings. Animals and even humans can 
be very hardy and adaptable in the face of hardship. It can even be 
exhilarating. | have little doubt that civilization will implode due to 
overreach, climate change and resource depletion within a few 
decades. The writing is on the wall. But I’m not going to sit around 
waiting till | am 60 to start living. | try to live now as if society has 
already collapsed. When it comes time to stay on the move, sleep in 
improvised shelters and eat rats, it won’t bother me the least, since 
I’ve already been doing this for years and have come to prefer it 
over what most consider to be the comforts of civilization. The only 
reason | even go back to the city is family. 


My approach to technology is to use it to enhance my ability to live 
apart from society while acquiring the skills to live with less and less 
of it. | try to reduce my reliance on technology not because | believe 
technology is evil, but because: 


1. Advanced technology might not (and probably will not) 
always be around 

2. Doing so makes me less beholden to civilization and brings 
me closer to Nature. 
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Conclusion: A Thousand Splendid Paths 


Why have no humans fully “returned to monke” (as the meme 
goes)? It is entirely possible that some have and simply disappeared 
into remaining pockets of deep wilderness (but how would we 
know?). Unfortunately for anprims, anarchists and animalists, 
practically all landmasses (with the notable exception of Antarctica) 
have been overrun by civilization. The things we want to do, such as 
run around naked in the forest spearing dinner with a bunch of feral 
friends, tend to be either outlawed or monetized with ridiculous 
stacks of regulations and expensive permits and licenses. 


The reality show that | participated in (particularly the 40 to 60 day 
extended group version) is about as close to returning to monke as 
one can come these days. Clearly, civilized humans must see some 
value in these kinds of programs. The shows simultaneously fulfill a 
need for escapism, entertainment and (rather /ite) education. Kind 
of like the gladiatorial “games” of ancient Rome. 


One of the chief reasons that | absolutely detest civilization is that | 
utterly abhor the institution of imprisonment: the torturous and 
diabolical caging of animals, (including wild and/or “dangerous” 
humans) in extremely unnatural conditions that drive them to 
insanity and suicide. Rather than send uncivilized beings to prison 
or attempt to punish them in some way, perhaps civilization might 
consider an alternative. Those of us who don’t want to follow the 
rules of civilization could be provided with an opportunity to opt 
out. It is not our fault that we were born where we are, the way we 
are. 


In the same manner that civilization sets asides “preserves” for wild 
nonhuman animals, perhaps it might consider doing the same for 
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wild humans. Surely the value of such preserves to modern society 
would be far greater than that of tax-funded prisons! Plus, imagine 
the possibilities for non-intrusive research and entertainment... 


Those who care about other living beings and personal happiness 
must face the hard facts that without either killing off 8 billion 
humans (directly or indirectly), returning the entire planet to 
monkey is not happening any time soon. On the other hand, forcing 
those 8 billion humans into fully automated fascist transhumanist 
slavery is also not happening (not on my watch). 


Instead of focusing on how much we hate a mass society that we 
are currently powerless to eliminate, let us ask ourselves if it might 
not be more worthwhile to fight for the abolition of prisons and the 
establishment of autonomous zones where people are free to live 
in whatever way they choose, and to defend these zones as if our 
lives depended on it (for they do). 


The human experience (and that of all life) is a grand experiment in 
a seething cosmic laboratory. Are we doomed to forever succumb 
to the dark deception of the One True Way™, or will we forge 
forward in a thousand splendid paths against the dying of the light? 


